Effect"* It was the work of Sir C V* Raman as an indivL
dual. It had no relation to the so-called Indian back-
ground which he and millions of other Indians inherited*
Most Indians do not understand his work, much less did
they contribute to its making. And there are non-Indians
who understand his work.

Is ahimsa the contribution of Indial Mahatma
Gandhi preaches it, and he is an Indian. But on that
account is ahimsa Indian in any sense, or his own personal
contribution? A trait, to be Indian, must be shared by all or
most Indians; it must form part of the Indian culture-
pattern, and must distinguish Indians from non-Indians*
Does ahimsa form part of the culture-pattern of Indians,
of all Indians or most of them, and distinguish Indians
from non-Indians? Or, is it the creation of an individual,
who, by coincidence, happens to be Indian by nationality?
Ahimsa is the Mahatma's contribution; and its potential
range is humanity as a whole. Neither in its origin, nor in
its appeal or diffusion-potential has it anything to do with
India. Some individuals in the world may accept it, others
may pay lip-service to it, others frankly reject it It is not
indigenous to India and therefore readily acceptable. to
India but foreign to the rest of the world and therefore
exotic and unacceptable to it. Every trait is created by an
individual, and its diffusion-potential is humanity; it does
not originate in a group and diffuse to another group, or
be confined to a group.

4,   Cumulative Origin of Culture-Traits

While every invention is the work of an individual,
it is very often based on the inventions of other individuals
who preceded him in the same line. To take the instance
of Darwin* He had read Lyell's Principles of Geology and
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